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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
5/01/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Terada et al. (U.S. 6,280,559; hereinafter Terada) in view of Bando (U.S. 5,276,999) 
and Yoneda et al. (U.S. 6,392,340; hereinafter Yoneda). 

Regarding claims 9 and 10, Terada discloses forming a plurality of light-emitting 
elements 34, at the front surface of a substrate 1 , the substrate being formed of, inter 
alia, glass or polymeric material (Fig. 4; column 15, lines 41-51); polishing a back 
surface of the first substrate by a grinding method to thereby reduce the thickness to, 
inter alia, 75 jam, which is less than 300 (column 26, lines 38-41); and bonding a 
color filter 35 adjacent the light-emitting element, the color filter made from a 
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transparent substrate 37 with color filter layers/elements 47 (red), 48 (green), and 49 
(blue — column 18, lines 65-66) thereon at the surface of the first substrate opposite to 
the light-emitting elements 34 (column 26, lines 45-61). 

Terada does not name the grinding as "chemical mechanical polishing" and does 
not teach forming a light-emitting element emitting red light, a light-emitting element 
emitting green light, and a light-emitting element. 

However, Bando teaches chemical mechanical polishing of substrates (column 5, 
lines 25-30) for the high flatness required of displays (see column 1, lines 6-12). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to polish the substrate, both front and back, of Terada because 
Bando teaches that high flatness is required for light-emitting displays, such as that in 
Terada. 

Further, Yoneda teaches that it is conventional in an electroluminescent (EL) 
display to provide a red light-emitting device, a green light-emitting device, and a blue 
light-emitting device (Fig. 1; column 1, lines 53-61). The fact that Yoneda teaches this 
conventional device as non-preferred over an embodiment including a white light does 
not mean that it would not have been obvious to use the EL display comprising separate 
red, green, and blue light-emitting devices, since it is known to be conventional in the art 
and therefore would require no further development time or resources (see MPEP 
2123). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the method taught by Terada and Bando together, and 
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further substitute a red light-emitting device, a green light-emitting device, and a blue 
light-emitting device adjacent to each of Terada's red, green, and blue color filters, 
respectively, for the light-emitting device taught by Terada, since Yoneda teaches that it 
is conventional in the semiconductor art of manufacturing EL displays to form each of a 
red, green, and blue light-emitting device, and Terada teaches forming color filters 
adjacent to light-emitting devices. 

Regarding claim 10, as explained above, the prior art of Terada in view of Bando 
and Yoneda discloses each of the claimed features. Yoneda additionally teaches that it 
is known in the art for each light-emitting element to be electrically connected to a thin- 
film transistor (i.e., a semiconductor element), TFT (column 1 , lines 14-43), 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to electrically connect a TFT to each of the light-emitting devices 
taught by the combination of Terada, Bando, and Yoneda, as further taught by Yoneda, 
in order to have independent control over each device and thereby form a more 
efficient, effective display. 

Claims 11,12, 14, 19, 47, 48, 50, and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Terada in view of Bando and Yoneda and further in view of 
King et al. (U.S. 4,963,788; hereinafter King) and considered with the article by Stuart 
M. Lee, entitled "Lunar Building Materials - Some Considerations on the Use of 
Inorganic Polymers" for a showing of inherency only for dependent claims 14, 19, 48, 
and 51. 
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The prior art of Terada in view of Bando and Yoneda, as explained above, 
discloses each of the claimed features except for bonding a polarization plate (claims 11 
and 12) or anti-reflective film (claims 47 and 50) to the transparent substrate of the color 
filter. 

King discloses a thin-film electroluminescent display and is therefore drawn to 
the same endeavor as is Terada. King teaches that contrast can be improved by 
providing a polarizer or antireflective coating on the viewer's side surface (i.e. the front 
side surface) of the display — in spite of the attenuation in luminescence (King, column 
1, lines 28-42 and especially column 5, lines 9-17). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to bond an antireflective coating or polarizer to the front surface 
of the display taught by the combined teachings of Terada, Bando, and Yoneda— i.e. 
the transparent substrate 37 of the color filter taught by Terada— in order to improve the 
contrast, as taught by King. 

Regarding claims 14, 19, 48, and 51, Terada teaches that an exemplary 
transparent substrate 37 material of the color filter is glass (column 24, lines 22-24). 
Glass is inherently a polymeric material (see Lee article — especially the first line of the 
second page — for validation). 

Claims 47, 48, 49, and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Terada in view of Bando and Yoneda and further in view of Matthies 
et al. (U.S. 6,476,783; hereinafter Matthies) and considered with the article by Stuart M. 
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Lee, entitled "Lunar Building Materials - Some Considerations on the Use of Inorganic 
Polymers" for a showing of inherency only for dependent claims 14, 19, 48, and 51 . 

Regarding claims 47 and 50, the prior art of Terada in view of Bando and 
Yoneda, as explained above, discloses each of the claimed features, except for bonding 
an antireflection film to the transparent substrate. 

Matthies teaches a method of improving contrast to an EL display and is 
therefore drawn to the same endeavor as is Terada. Matthies teaches that the viewer's 
side surface of the display (i.e. the direction through which the emitted light exits) is 
always subject to specular reflectance. Matthies teaches one solution to the problem is 
to bond an antireflective coating on the viewer's side surface (Matthies, paragraph 
bridging columns 9 and 10). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to bond an antireflective coating to the viewer's side surface of 
the Terada display — i.e., the transparent substrate 37 of the color filter — in order to 
remove specular reflectance and thereby improve the contrast, as taught by Matthies. 

Regarding claims 48 and 51, Terada teaches an exemplary transparent substrate 
37 material of the color filter is glass (column 24, lines 22-24). Glass is inherently a 
polymeric material (see Lee article — especially the first line of the second page — for 
validation). 

Claims 53-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Terada et al. (U.S. 6,280,559; hereinafter Terada) in view of Bando (U.S. 5,276,999) 
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and Yoneda et al. (U.S. 6,392,340; hereinafter Yoneda), as applied to claims 9 and 10 
above, and further in view of Bao et al. (U.S. 6,252,253; hereinafter Bao). 

Regarding claims 53-58, Terada and Bando and Yoneda together teach the 
method of claims 9 and 10 (see above), but do not expressly teach that at least one of 
the light, green, or blue light-emitting elements is formed by deposition using a shadow 
mask, an ink-jet method, or a printing method. 

Bao teaches forming a red light-emitting element using a shadow mask, an ink-et 
method, or a printing method. Bao expressly teaches that any of these methods is 
suitable for forming such a light-emitting element (column 8, lines 44-48). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the method taught by Terada, Bando, and Yoneda 
together, and further use a shadow mask deposition, an ink-jet method, or a printing 
method to form either the red, blue, or green light-emitting element, since Bao teaches 
that these are suitable methods. 

Claims 59-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Terada, Bando, Yoneda and King et al. as applied to claims 11, 12, 47, and 50 above, 
and further in view of Bao et al. (U.S. 6,252,253; hereinafter Bao). 

Regarding claims 59-70, Terada, Bando, Yoneda, and King together teach the 
method of claims 9 and 10 (see 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection above), but do not expressly 
teach that at least one of the light, green, or blue light-emitting elements is formed by 
deposition using a shadow mask, an ink-jet method, or a printing method. 
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Bao teaches forming a red light-emitting element using a shadow mask, an ink-et 
method, or a printing method. Bao expressly teaches that any of these methods is 
suitable for forming such a light-emitting element (column 8, lines 44-48). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the method taught by Terada, Bando, Yoneda, and King 
together, and further use a shadow mask deposition, an ink-jet method, or a printing 
method to form either the red, blue, or green light-emitting element, since Bao teaches 
that these are suitable methods. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/1/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants primary argument (p. 14) is that Yoneda does not teach a specific 

advantage of using separate red, green, and blue light-emitting elements over a white 

light-emitting element, other than conventionality. However, as also noted by Applicant, 

an advantage of using art already known in the field of endeavor is a savings in time, 

and additionally resources, in developing new technology or methods. Furthermore, the 

MPEP (section 2123) states that "[a] reference may be relied upon for all that it would 

have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill the art, including nonpreferred 

embodiments (Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 

(Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989)!)" It further states that 

[disclosed examples and preferred embodiments do not constitute 
a teaching away from a broader disclosure or nonpreferred 
embodiments. In re Susi\ 440 F.2d 442, 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 
1971). "A known or obvious composition does not become 
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patentable simply because it has been described as somewhat 
inferior to some other product for the same use." In re Guriey, 27 
F.3d 551, 554, 31 USPQ2d 1130, 1132 (Fed. Cir. 1994). (The 
invention was directed to an epoxy impregnated fiber-reinforced 
printed circuit material. The applied prior art reference taught a 
printed circuit material similar to that of the claims but impregnated 
with polyester-imide resin instead of epoxy. The reference, 
however, disclosed that epoxy was known for this use, but that 
epoxy impregnated circuit boards have "relatively acceptable 
dimensional stability" and "some degree of flexibility," but are 
inferior to circuit boards impregnated with polyester-imide resins. 
The court upheld the rejection concluding that applicant's argument 
that the reference teaches away from using epoxy was insufficient 
to overcome the rejection since "Gurley asserted no discovery 
beyond what was known in the art." 27 F.3d at 554, 31 USPQ2d at 
1132.). Furthermore, "[t]he prior art's mere disclosure of more than 
one alternative does not constitute a teaching away from any of 
these alternatives because such disclosure does not criticize, 
discredit, or otherwise discourage the solution claimed...." In re 
Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1201, 73 USPQ2d 1141, 1146 (Fed. Cir. 
2004). 



Therefore, Yoneda need not teach additional advantages of using separate red, 
green, and blue light-emitting elements over a single white one, since Yoneda already 
teaches the advantages inherent with using methods that are conventional in the art. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Heather A. Doty, whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8429. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carl Whitehead, Jr., can be reached at 571-272-1702. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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